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REMARKS 



This Amendment incorporates Examiner feedback received in the interview conducted 
May 17, 201 1 . Applicants have amended claim 44 and added new claims 46-49 herein. 
Support for the Amendments and the new claims may be found at least at FIG. 7 and 
paragraphs [0038] - [0041] and therefore no new matter has been added. 

The Final Office Action mailed August 4, 2011 noted that claims 1-3, 5-12, 44 and 45 
were pending in the application; provisionally rejected claim 1 under obviousness-type double 
patenting; and rejected claims 1-3, 5-12, 44 and 45 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a). In rejecting the 
claims, the Office Action cited the following references: U.S. Patents 5,768,526 to Fawcett , 
6,314,468 to Murphy et al. , and 7,209,571 to Davis etal. ; and U.S. Patent Application 
Publications 2003/0081791 by Erickson et al. and 2003/0217165 by Buch et al. Claims46-49 
are added herein. Thus, claims 1-3, 5-12 and 44-49 remain pending and under consideration. 
The rejections are traversed below. 

Double Patenting 

Claim 1 stands provisionally rejected under the judicially created doctrine of 
obviousness-type double patenting in view of claim 17 of co-pending Application No. 
1 1/980,642, as set forth in the Office Action at page 4, item 12. 

Since the claims of 1 1/980,642 have not yet been issued as a patent, and since the 
claims of this application have not yet been indicated as allowable, it is believed that any 
submission of a Terminal Disclaimer or arguments as to the non-obvious nature of the claims 
would be premature. MPEP 804.(I)(B). As such, it is respectfully requested that the Applicants 
be allowed to address any obviousness-type double patenting issues remaining once the 
rejection of the claims under 35 U.S.C. § 103 is resolved. 

Rejections under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) 

In items 12-18 on pages 7-12, the Office Action rejected claims 1, 2, 5, 11, 44 and 45 
under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable over Fawcett in view of Murphy et al. As discussed 
below, it is submitted that Fawcett and Murphy etal. , taken alone or in combination, do not teach 
all of the features of the rejected claims. 

For example, claim 1 recites "the metadata-related information comprises values 
obtained by substituting the selected metadata fragment data into a unidirectional function, 
which function varies depending on the data format type indicated in the header" (last 3 lines). 
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In rejecting claim 1 , the Office Action acknowledged that Fawcett does not disclose this feature 
(page 7, lines 1-6). To compensate for this deficiency of Fawcett , the Office Action alleged that 
column 5, lines 13-14, column 5 lines 54-62, column 15, lines 53-67 and column 18, lines 57-67 
of Murphy et al. teach this feature because they disclose "a header comprises object identifiers!, 
and the] object identifiers are used in the data transmission to identify a type of message being 
transmitted, encryption techniques used for encrypting the transmitted message, and hash 
algorithms used for message digests" (Office Action, page 8, lines 3-11). Applicant respectfully 
disagrees. 

Murphy et al. discloses only that the hash algorithm is identified in the header, not that 
the hash algorithm is selected "depending on the data format type indicated in the header" as 
recited in claim 1 . For example, column 5, lines 54-57 states that object identifiers "are used in 
message transmission, for example, to identify ... hash algorithms used for message digests." 
Column 19, line 21 through column 20, line 65 describes "an exemplary method for parsing an 
EDI message." In particular, column 20, lines 15-16 state that "[sjtep 1092 then reads the next 
LL bytes, which are an OID of a hash algorithm." Step 1092 thus reads the identifier of the hash 
algorithm from the header. Nothing cited or found in Murphy et al. discloses that a hash 
algorithm "varies depending on the data format type indicated in the header" as recited by claim 
1 . In fact, all of the embodiments described in Murphy et al. use the same hash algorithm, SHA1 
(see column 12, lines 52-54; column 13, line 4; column 14, lines 7-9; and column 20, lines 16- 
17). 

In addition, in the Amendments filed November 3, 2010 and May 2, 201 1, Applicants 
asserted that Murphy et al. does not disclose transmitting a container. In response, the current 
Office Action alleges at page 3, item 6 that Murphy et al. describes a container because Murphy 
et al. describes an APDU packet that holds data and because an APDU and a container both 
have the same functionality because both "hold data." Applicants disagree, noting that a packet 
cannot reasonably be relied upon to suggest a "container," as recited in claim 1 , merely based 
on the rationale that both a packet and a container hold data. 

Furthermore, Applicants submit that one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
would not have understood an APDU packet to be synonymous with a container, particularly in 
light of Applicant's specification. For example, the present application states in part: 

Because the size of metadata contained in a metadata container 
or a body of an SOAP message can be much larger than the size 
of a transmission packet, conventional transmission-level 
authentication can help reduce a system's load, for example, 
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because of the reduced data transmissions or because a security 
channel may not be necessary. However, considering that the size 
of a metadata container-level packet is larger than the size of a 
conventional transmission-level packet, the present invention 
reduces the number of packets to be transmitted, thus simplifying 
a system (paragraph [0065]). 

Thus, the preceding text clarifies at least one difference between a packet and a 
container as claimed, and a corresponding benefit resulting from that difference, i.e., that "the 
size of metadata contained in a metadata container or a body of an SOAP message can be 
much larger than the size of a transmission packet." It is submitted therefore, that the Office 
Action cannot reasonably rely on Murphy 's packet to suggest the container recited in claim 1 , 
irrespective of any other alleged similarities between the two. 

Claim 1 therefore patentably distinguishes over Fawcett in view of Murphy et al. for at 
least the preceding reasons. 

Claims 2, 5 and 11 depend from claim 1 and therefore, patentably distinguish over 
Fawcett in view of Murphy et al. for at least the same reasons as discussed above with respect 
to claim 1. 

Claim 44 has been amended to recite "wherein the unidirectional function varies 
depending on the data format type indicated in the header; and receiving the metadata container 
in a metadata receiving client, the client identifying a format of the metadata fragment data using 
the data format information in the header and using the identified format to determine whether 
an authentication signature is valid based upon the selected metadata fragment data and the 
metadata digest information" and therefore, patentably distinguishes over Fawcett in view of 
Murphy et al. 

Claim 45 recites "the data format information is used to determine whether the generated 
metadata digest information is valid" (last 2 lines). The Office Action acknowledged that Fawcett 
does not disclose this feature (page 1 1 , lines 8-11). To compensate for this deficiency, the 
Office Action alleged that column 5, lines 13-14, column 5 lines 54-62, column 16, lines 15-19, 
column 17, lines 31-38 and column 18, lines 28-43 of Murphy et al. teach this feature because 
they disclose "a header comprises object identifiers!, ar| d the] object identifiers are used in the 
data transmission to identify a type of message being transmitted, encryption techniques used 
for encrypting the transmitted message, and hash algorithms used for message digests" (Office 
Action, page 1 1 , lines 1 1-20). However, as discussed above with respect to claim 1 , nothing 
cited or found in Murphy et al. discloses that the hash algorithm varies depending on the data 
format type information in the header. Applicant submits that the presence of separate 
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identifiers for the type of message and the hash algorithm in the message header is not enough 
to teach or suggest that "the data format information is used to determine whether the generated 
metadata digest information is valid" as recited by claim 45. 

The Office Action further cites column 21 , lines 33-48 of Murphy et al. without specifying 
what features are allegedly disclosed in that portion of Murphy et al. (Office Action, page 1 1 , line 
20). However, the cited portion of Murphy et al. merely describes the process of comparing 
locally computed message digests to a remote message digest, but does not disclose that the 
type of message being transmitted is used in this process. Applicant submits that this process 
of comparing message digests does not teach or suggest that "the data format information is 
used to determine whether the generated metadata digest information is valid" as recited by 
claim 45. Applicant submits that therefore, claim 45 patentably distinguishes over Fawcett in 
view of Murphy et al. for at least this reason. 

In item 19-20 on page 12, the Office Action rejected claim 3 under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as 
unpatentable over Fawcett in view of Murphy et al. and further in view of Erickson et al. It is 
noted that claim 3 depends from claim 1 and nothing has been cited or found in Erickson et al. 
suggesting modification of Fawcett and Murphy et al. to overcome the deficiencies discussed 
above with respect to claim 1 . Therefore, it is submitted that claim 3 patentably distinguishes 
over Fawcett in view of Murphy et al. and further in view of Erickson et al. for at least the reasons 
discussed above with respect to claim 1 . 

In items 21-23 on page 13, the Office Action rejected claims 6 and 7 under 35 U.S.C. § 
103(a) as unpatentable Fawcett in view of Murphy et al. and further in view of Davis et al. 

It is noted that claims 6 and 7 depend from claim 1 and nothing has been cited or found 
in Davis et al. suggesting modification of Fawcett and Murphy et al. to overcome the deficiencies 
discussed above with respect to claim 1. Therefore, it is submitted that claims 6 and 7 
patentably distinguish over Fawcett in view of Murphy et al. and further in view of Davis et al. for 
at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1 . 

In items 24-28 on pages 13-15, the Office Action rejected claims 8-10 and 12 under 35 
U.S.C. § 103(a) as unpatentable Fawcett in view of Murphy et al. and further in view of Buch et 
aL It is noted that claims 8-10 and 12 depend from claim 1 and nothing has been cited or found 
in Buch et al. suggesting modification of Fawcett and Murphy et al. to overcome the deficiencies 
discussed above with respect to claim 1 . Therefore, it is submitted that claims 8-10 and 12 
patentably distinguish over Fawcett in view of Murphy et al. and further in view of Buch et al. for 
at least the reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1. 
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New Claims 

New dependent claims 46-49, each having additional patentable features, have been 
added. Consideration of the new claims is respectfully requested. 

Request for Entry in Accordance with 37 CFR §1.116: 

Entry of this Amendment in accordance with 37 CFR §1.116 is respectfully requested. 
Applicants submit that this Amendment places the subject application in condition for allowance. 
This Amendment was not presented earlier because Applicant believed that the prior 
Amendment placed the subject application in condition for allowance. Accordingly, entry of this 
Amendment as an earnest attempt to advance prosecution is requested under 37 C.F.R. § 



In accordance with the foregoing it is submitted that all outstanding rejections have been 
overcome and/or rendered moot, and further, that all outstanding claims have been patentably 
distinguished over the cited prior art. Thus, there being no further outstanding objections or 
rejections, it is submitted that the application is in condition for allowance. An early action to that 
effect is courteously solicited. 

Finally, if there are any formal matters remaining after this response, the Examiner is 
requested to telephone the undersigned to attend to these matters. 

If there are any additional fees associated with filing of this Amendment, please charge 
the same to our Deposit Account No. 19-3935. 



1.116. 



Summary 



Respectfully submitted, 



STAAS & HALSEY LLP 





Registration No. 61,071 



1201 New York Avenue, N.W., 7th Floor 
Washington, D.C. 20005 
Telephone: (202)434-1500 
Facsimile: (202)434-1501 
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